TECHNICAL BASIS FOR TIER | OPERATING PERMIT

DATE: December 3, 2002

PERMIT WRITER: Darrin Mehr

PERMIT COORDINATOR: Bill Rogers

SUBJECT:  AIRS Facility No. 068-00003, Potiatch Corp. ~ Clearwater Wood Products, Lewiston
Final Tier | Operating Permit
Permittee: Potlatch Corp., {(Clearwater Wood Products) Lewiston, Idaho
Permzt No 069-00003
Alr Qualtzy Contmi Region 82
AIRS Facility Classzf:ca:ton A
Standard industtj;;il ................... 2421
Classification; _
Zone "
UTM Coordmates 418.5,2880.0 -
Facility Ma:itng Address: 805 Mill Road
County: | NezPerce

Facility Contact Name and Title:

James Miller, Envwonmentai Coordmator

Contact Name Phone Number:

{208) 799-1797

Responsibie Officiai Name and
Title:

Bill Highsmith,

Exact plant Location:

General Nature of Business &
Kinds of Products:

Dimensional 2umber manufacturing - trim board, wood by products
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ACRONYMS, UNITS, AND CHEMICAL NOMENCLATURE

acim actual cubic feet per minute

AFS AIRS Facitity Subsystem

AIRS Aerometric Information Retrieval System

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

Co ~ carbon monoxide

DEQ Depariment of Envirenmental Quality

EFA U.8. Environmentai Protection Agency

ft feet or foot

HAPs hazardous air poliutanis

DAPA a numbering designation for all administrative rules in Idaho promuigated in accordance
with the ldaho Administrative Procedures Act

km kilometer ' ’ '

bthr pound per hour

MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology

NAAQS National Ambient Alr Quality Standards
NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutanis

NSPS New Source Performance Standards

NOy nitrogen oxides

NSPS New Socurce Performance Standards

PM particulate matter

PM,qg particulate matier with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal io 2 nominal 10
micrometers

PSD prevention of significant deterioration

Sip State Implementation Plan

S0, sulfur dioxide

S0, suifur oxides

Thyr fons per year

vOQC volatile organic compound
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PUBLIC COMMENT / AFFECTED STATES/EPA REVIEW
SUMMARY

A 30-day public comment period for Pollatch Clearwater's draft Tier | operating permit was provided as
required by IDAPA 58.01.01.364 (Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho). The comment period ran
from August 5, through September 4, 2002. A public hearing was held on September 3, 2002,

IDAPA 58.01.01.008.01 defines affected states as: “Aff states: whose air quality may be affected by the
emissions of the Tier | source and that are contiguous to idaho; or that are within fifty (50) miles of the Tier

i source.”

A review of the site location information inciuded in the permit application indicates that the facility is
located within 50 miles of two state borders. Therefore, Oregon and Washington were provided copies of

the public comment package.

Summary of Comments

- No comments were received from any affected state.

Comments were received from the following: Richard Artley, Grangevilie, Idaho; Mark Solomon, Moscow,
idaho; and Potlaich Corporation's Clearwater Wood Products, Lewiston, Idaho.

A hearing was heid in Lewiston on September 3, 2002. No public testimony was provided.
Responses to comments are provided in Appendix B of this memorandum.

Proposed Pemit

A proposed permit was developed based on comments submitted during the public comment period. The
proposed permit was forwarded to EPA Region 10 for their review. The EPA provided no written objection

fo the permit.
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1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this memarandum is to expiain the legal and factual basis for this Tier | operating permit in
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.362.

DEQ has reviewed the information provided by the Potlatch Corp. (Potfatch) regarding the operation of
their lumber facility located near Lewiston. The source is referred to as Clearwater Wood Products
{Clearwater). This information was submitted based on the requirements of the Tier | permit in accordance

with iDAPA 58.01.01.300.

Based on the information submitted, DEQ drafted a Tier § permit for the Potlatch Clearwater facility. The
permit was submitted for facility review and was provided for public comment and a public hearing. A
proposed permit was deveioped based upon substantive public comment. The proposed permit was
forwarded to the EPA for their review in accordance with [DAPA 58.01.01.366. The EPA provided no

written obiection to the pemit.

2. SUMMARY OF EVENTS

On May 26, 1995, DEQ received a Tier | operating permit application from Potlatch’s Clearwater facility, At
that time, the facility qualified as a major source. On February 6, 1897, the Clearwater facility was
determined to be a separate facility. As a resuit of this decision, Potiatch submitied a Tier 1l operating
permit appiication to DEQ on January 8, 1989, o make the Clearwater facility a synthetic minor facility and
avoid Title V permitling requirements. On February 10, 19989, DEQ received supplemental information
from the facility. The application was then deemed compiete on March 9, 1988,

On June 11, 2002, Potiatch notified DEQ that the Clearwater facility is subject 1o major facility Tier |
permitting requirements due to the facility’s potential to emit HAPs. Potlatch Clearwater is a major facility,
in part, due to the potential to emit methanol-—an individual HAP-—in a quantity greater than 10 Thyr, in
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.008.10.a.l. The permmitiee also stated that the Clearwater facility will not
pursue obtaining a Tier |l synthetic minor permit.

3. BASIS OF THE ANALYSIS
The following documents were relied upon in preparing this memorandum and the Tier | operating permit;
+ Tier | air operating permit application, {May 26, 1995, Potiatch Corp.-Clearwater Wood
Products, Lewiston, ldaho).
+« Tier | application updates, dated March 12, 1998.

« Tier I} operating permit application materials incorporated by responsible official-certified
request, dated May 21, 2001, June 11, 2001, and June 13, 2002.

+ Small-scale Kiln Study "Utilizing Ponderosa Pine, Lodgepole Pine, White Fir, and Douglas Fir,
Report to Intermountain Forest Association” by Michael R, Milota, Department of Forest
Products, Oregon State University, September 29, 2000,

» Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Fifth Edition, Office of Air Quality
Pianning and Standards, EPA.

+« Guidance deveioped by the EPA and DEQ.
+ Title V permits issued by DEQ for similar sources.
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» Documents and procedures developed in the Title V Pilot Operating Permit Program.

s Public comments received during the public comment period.

4. FACILITY DESCRIPTION

General Process Description

A detailed process description can be found in the facility’'s May 26, 1995 Tier | operating permit
application, beginning on page 2-1, and in the document incorporated by reference as part of the Tier |

operating permit application dated January 8, 1999,
The facility can be split into the following organizational divisions:

l.og Preparation and Sawmiil

L.ogs are processed from a raw log state to & green board lumber. The sawmill prepares rough
dimensional and board Jumber for processing in the drying kilns. The log preparation process consists of
debarkers and initial cutoff saws. The headrig, sharp chain, edge optimizers, rotary band saw, rotary gang
saw, quad saw, two trimmer saws, reman unit, two sorters, and two stackers are associated with the
sawmill. The permiilee has amended the application o reflect that the chipping plant used to process
whole iogs into wood chips has been disabled and will not be put back into production in the foreseeable
future. Therefore, the chip plant is not covered by this Title V permit.

Applicability of either IDAPA 58.01.01.701 or IDAPA 58.01.01.702 is based on the installation date of the
process cyclone, process baghouse, and other process equipment. Particulate matter is emitted from the

process cyclones and baghouses.

Lumber Drying

The lumber drying kilns are identified as CW-KV-1. Particulate matter, PMy,, VOC, formaldehyde, and
methanol are emitted from the kiln vents. Formaldehyde and methanol are HAPSs.

Surfacing Department {(Planing)

The kiln-dried lumber is planed in the Surfacing Depantment. Particulate matter and PM,, emissions are
created during the planing process. Emissions points include the chip conveyor belt from Clearwater to
Pulp and Paper Division's chip stockpile. The Pulp and Paper Divisions is an adjoining facility. The
conveyor belt is a source of fugitive emissions. The other emissions points include process cyclones CW-
CY-18, CW-CY-24, and CW-CY-25, and process baghouses CW-BH-1, CW-BH-2, and CW-BM-3. The
baghouses serve as material collection units for cyclones 18 and 24, and the three planers.

{ ewiston Cedar Products

Lewiston Cedar Products is made up of two individual depariments formerly titled the Profiling Department
and the Specialiies Department.

Lewiston Cedar Products manutactures trim molding.  The process units consist of profilers 4, 5, 6, and 7,

for shaping the moiding, and 8 resawing saws 1, 2, 3, and 8, for sizing the moliding. Process shavings and
sawdust are routed to process baghouses CW-BH-4, CW-BH-5, CW-BH-6, and CW-BH.7.
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Lewiston Cedar Products also utilizes small pieces of wood, cuts finger joints in each plece, and glues
them together to make molding. This product fine is made from lumber purchased from outside sources or
lJumber from the surfacing department. The process equipment 1o make finger jointed moiding consists of
planer 12, planer 15, Grecon saw line, Nu-Loc finger jointer, molder, edge gluer, rip saw, and sander 14,
{The molder is a source of PM emissions and the edge gluer is a source of VOC emissions.} Process
sawdust, shavings, trimmings, and sander dust are conveyed to process baghouses CW-BH-4, CW-BH-5,

CW.-BM-B, and CW-BH-7.
Diesel-fired Emergency Fire Water Punﬁps and Electrical Generator

The five emergency water pump engines and one emergency electrical generator engines are diesel-fired,
internal-combustion engines used to provide mechanical power in case of a fire or power line culages.
The water pump engines are rated at 170 horsepower. The generator engine is rated at 125 horsepower.
All of the engines are tested for approximately one hour per week.

Facility Classification

The facility is classified as a major facility in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.008.10 for Tier | permitting
purposes because the facility has the PTE VOCs in excess of 100 Tiyr, and methanol in excess of 10 Thyr,
The facility is not currently subject to any promuigated NESHAP requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR
61; or NESHAP for Source Categories MACT, in accordance with 40 CFR 63. The facility may be subject
to requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDD, Wood Products MACT, upon promulgation of that MACT.
The Standard industrial Classification defining the facility is 2421, The AFS classification is A,

Area Classification

The facility is located in Air Quality Control Region 62 and is in Nez Perce County, which is unclassifiable
for all state and federal criteria air pollutants (ie., SO,, No,, CO, PMy,, Os, and Pb). There are no Class |

areas within 10 ks of the facility.

Permitting History

The following information was derived from a review of the source file. Additional information was provided
by Potlaich during the permit application review process. The following documentation is intended for

information use only:

August 7, 1974 ldaho Departmert of Health and Welfare received a letter from Potlatch, dated
August 6, 1974. The letter consisted of a notice of the intent to submit a PTC
application for a particleboard piant at the Lewiston complex.

No Date Stamp IDHW received a PTC application for a particleboard plant at the Lewision
Compiex.

July 5, 1979 The Clearwater facility was issued an operating permit by DEQ.

January 1, 1984 The July 4, 1979 operating permit expired.

August 22, 1984 The Clearwater facility was issued Operating Permit No. 1140-0001. The

permit inciudes the emissions units and operations for the Clearwater Wood
Products Division, Pulp and Paper Division, Consumer Products Division, a
plystran mill, and a plywood mill. The plystran and plywood mills have been
shut down and dismantled,

August 22, 1988 Operating Permit No. 1140-0001 expired. The facility continued to operate
under the permit as authorized by DEQ.
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March 25, 1996

August 9, 1986

February 6, 1997

January 8, 1999

February 10, 1809

March 9, 1099

April 1999

May 18, 2000

September 22, 2000

Aprit 27, 2001

June 27, 2001

June 11, 2002

June 13, 2002

July 8, 2002

July 11, 2002

August 5, 2002

Technical Memarandum

DEQ received a submittal dated March 21, 1996. The submitial consisted of a
PTC Category | Exemption for the replacement of a 500 imeal foot per minule
planer with a 1,250 ineal foot per minute pianer.

DEQ received a letter dated Augusi 5, 1996, The letter was from Potlatch’s
legal counsel to Idaho Attorney General's Office, legal counsel for BEQ. The
letter stated that the Clearwater Wood Products Division constituted an
individual facility and that the Pulp and Paper Division and Consumer Products

Division constitute a wholly separate facility.
The Clearwater facility was determined o be a separate facility.

Potiatch submitted a Tier i operating permit application to DEQ to make the
Clearwater facility a synthetic minor facmty to exempt the facility from Title V

permitting.

DEQ received supplemental information from the facility.
The Tier i permit application was declared complete.

Prior o issuing a final proposed action on the January 8, 1899 Tier Il operating
permit application, Potiatch and DEQ agreed that the relevant requirements of
Operating Permit No. 1140-0001 should be included in this Tier 1| operating
permit. Several timeline extensions were requested and granted during the
period where Potiatch gathered additional information concerning the
Clearwater facility and developed formal permit application submittals,

A public comment period was initiated for Tier Il Operating Permit No. 069-
00003,

DEQ notified Potlatch that issuance of Tier I Operating Permit No. 069400003
would be delayed pending a facility-wide NAAQS compliance demonstration,

DEQ received a submittal dated April 20, 2001, from Potlaich Clearwater
consisting of a PMy; NAAGS demonstration,

DEQ notified Potlatch Clearwater that a revised PM;; NAAQS analysis
including the adjacent facility would be required. The adjacent facility consists
of Potiatch’s Pulp and Paper Division and Consumer Products Division.

Potiaich notified DEQ that the facility would no longer pursue obtaining a Tier il
operating permit and will obtain a Tier | operating permit.

Potlatch amended the Tier | operating permit application with previously
submitted Tier H operating permit materials.

PEQ e-mailed Potiaich a copy of the pre-draft Tier | permit and technical
memorandum for review and comment.

Potiatch submitted comments on the pre-draft Tier operating permit and
technical memorandum by email,

A public comment period and affected states review pericd for the Tier |
operating permit and technical memorandum. :
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September 3, 2002 A public hearing was held in Lewiston, idaho.

September 4, 2002 The public comment and affected states review periods ended.

5.

REGULATORY ANALYSIS - FACILITY-WIDE CONDITIONS

Facility-wide Applicable Requirements

5.1

5.4.1

51.2

5.2

5.2.1

Fugitive Particulate Matter - IDAPA 58.01,01.650-851

Requirement

Permit Condition 2.1 siates that all reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent PM from
becoming airborne in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.650-651.

Compiliance Demonstration

Permit Condition 2.2 states that the permittee is required t¢ monitor and maintain records of the
frequency and the methods used by the facility to reasonably control fugitive emissions. IDAPA
58.01.01.651 gives some examples of ways 1o reasonably control fugitive emissions(e.g., using
water or chemicals, applying dust suppressants, using control equipment, covering frucks, paving
rcads or parking areas, and removing materials from streets.,

Permit Condition 2.3 requires that the permittee maintain a record of all fugitive dust complaints
recetved. In addition, the permittee is required 10 take appropriate corrective action as
expeditiously as practicable after valid complaint is received. The permittee is also required to
maintain records that include the date each complaint was received, a description of the
complaint, the permittee’s assessment of the validity of the complaint, any corrective action
taken, and the date the corrective action was taken,

To ensure that the methods being used by the permitiee reasonably control fugitive PM
emissions, whether or not a complaint is received, Permit Condition 2.4 requires that the
permittee conduct periodic inspections of the facility. The permitiee is required o inspect
potential sources of fugitive emissions during daylight hours and under normal operating
conditions. If the permittee determines that the fugitive emissions are not being reasonably
controlled, the permitiee shall take corrective action as expeditiously as practicable. The
permittee is also required to maintain records of the resulls of each fugitive emissions inspection.

Both Permit Conditions 2.3 and 2.4 require the permitiee {o take corrective action as
expeditiously as practicable. in general, DEQ believes that taking corrective action within 24
hours of receiving a valid complaint or determining that fugitive particulate emissions are not
being reasonably controlied meets the intent of this requirement. MHowever, it is understood that,
depending on the circumstances, immediate action or a longer time pericd may be necessary.

Control of Odors - IDAPA 58.01.01.775-.776

Requirement

Permit Condition 2.5 and IDAPA 58.01.01.776 both state: "No person shalf aflow, suffer, cause or
permit the emissions of cdorous gases, liquids or solids to the atmosphere in such quantities as
to cause air poliution.” This condition is currently considered federally enforceable until such time
it is removed from the SiP, at which time it will be a state-only enforceable requirement,
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5.2.2

53
5.3.1

53.2

Compliance Demonstration

Permit Condition 2.6 requires the permittee to maintain records of ali odor complaints received, it
the complaint has merit, the permittee is required to take appropriate corrective action as
expeditiously as practicable. The records are required to contain the date each complaint was
received, and a description of the complaint, the permittee's assessment of the validity of the
complaint, any corrective action taken, and the date the corrective action was taken.

Permit Condition 2.6 requires the permittee 1o take corrective action as expeditiously as
practicable. In general, DEQ believes that taking corrective action within 24 hours of recelving a
vaiid odor complaint meets the intent of this requirement. Howaver, it is understood that,
depending on the circumstances, immediate action or a longer time period may be necessary.

Visible Emissions - IDAPA 58.01.01.625

Requirement

Permit Condition 2.7 and IDAPA 58.01.01.625 state: “"No person shall discharge any air poliutant
to the atrmosphere from any point of emissions for a period or periods aggregating more than
three minutes in any 60-minute period which is greater than 20% opacily as delermined by
IDAFPA 58.01.01.625." This provision does not apply when the presence of uncombined water,
NO,, and/or chiorine gas is the only reason for the failure of the emissions to comply with the
requirements of this rule.

Compliance Demonstration

To ensure reasonable compliance with the visible emissions rule, Permit Condition 2.8 requires
that the permittee conduct routine visible emissions inspections of the facility. The permittee is
required to inspect potentiat sources of visible emissions during daylight hours and under nommal
operating conditions. The visible emissions inspection consists of a see/no see evaluation for
each potential source of visible emissions. If any visible emissions are present from any point of
emissions covered by this section, the permittee must take appropriate corrective action as
expeditiously as practicable, or perform a Method 9 opacity test in accordance with 40 CFR 60,
Appendix A, If opacity is determined to be greater than 20% for a period or periods aggregating
more than three minutes in any 60-minute period, the permittee must take corrective action and
report the exceedance in its annual compiiance certification and in accordance with the excess
emissions rules in IDAPA 58.01.01.130-136. The permittee is also required to maintain records
of the resuits of each visible emissions inspection, which must include the date of each
inspection, a description of the permittee’s assessment of the conditions existing at the time
vigible emissions are present, any corrective action taken in response to the visible emissions,
and the date corrective action was taken.

it should be noted that if a specific emissions unit has a specific compliance demonstration
method for visible emissions that differs from Permit Condition 2.8, then the specific compliance
demonstration method overrides the requirement of Permit Condition 2.8. Permit Condition 2.8 is

intended for small sources that would generally not have any visible emissions.

Permit Condition 2.8 requires the permittee to take corrective action as expeditiously as
practicable. In general, DEQ believes that taking corrective action within 24 hours of discovering
visible emissions meets the intent of this requirement. However, it is understood that, depending
on the circumstances, immediate action or a Jonger time period may be necessary. In certain
cases, it is understood thal minor levels of opacity can exist for some emissions units and
activities. In some of these cases, appropriate corrective action may be no corrective action. itis
the permitiee’'s responsibility to assess whether no corrective action is necessary.
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5.4
5.4.1

54.2

55

5.6

Excess Emissions

Requirement

Permit Condition 2.9 requires that the permiftee comply with the requirements of IDAPA
58.01.01.130-136 for starfup, shutdown, scheduled maintenance, safety measures, upset, and
breakdowns. This section is faifly seif-explanatory and no additional detail is necessary in this
technical analysis. However, it should be noted that Subsections 133.02, 133.03, 134.04, and
134.05 are not specifically included.in the permit as applicable requirements. These provisions
of the Rules only apply if the permifiee anticipates requesting consideration under Subsections
131.02 of the Rules to allow DEQ to determine if an enforcement action to impose penalties is
warranied. Section 131.01 states: “The owner or operator of & facility or emissions unit
generating excess emissions shail comply with Sections 131, 132, 133.01, 134.01, 134.02,
134.03, 135, and 136, as applicable. If the owner or operator anticipates requesting
consideration under Subsection 131.02, then the owner or operator shall also comply with the
applicable provisions of Subsections 133.02, 133.03, 134.04, and 134.05." Failure to prepare or
fitie procedures pursuant o Sections 133.02 and 134.04 is not a violation of the Rufes in and of
itself, as stated in Subsections 133.03.a and 134.06.b. Therefore, since the pemmittee has the

" option to follow the procedures in Subsections 133.02, 133.03, 134.04, and 134.05, and is not

compelied 10, the subsections are not considered apptzcabla requirermnents for the purpose of this
permit and are not included as such,

Compliance Demonstration

The compliance demonstration is contained within the text of Permit Condition 2.9. No further
clarification is necessary here.

Chemicat Accident Prevention Provisions - 40 CFR 68

“Any facility that has more than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance in a process, as

determined under 40 CFR 68,115, must comply with the requirements of the Chemical Accident
Prevention Provisions of 40 CFR 68 no later than the iatest of the following dates:

+« Three years after the date on which a regulated substance present above a threshold
quantity is first listed under 40 CFR 68.130.

s The date on which a reguiated subsiance is first present above a threshold quantity in a
process.

This facility is not currently Sub;‘ect to the requirements of 40 CFR 68. (iHowever, shouid the
facility ever become subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 68, it must comply with the provisions
contained in 40 CFR 88 by the time listed above.)

PM., NAAGS Demonstration
Potlatch submitted a NAAQS analysis as part of the Tier i permit application. Because

NAAQS is not an applicable requirement under Title V of the Clean Air Act, none of the NAAQS
information provided by Potlatch is included in this permitting action.
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5.7

NESHAP

The Clearwater facility is a major source of methanol and will likely be subject 1o the Plywood and
Composite Wood Products NESHAP, which was scheduled for proposal in January 2002, #tis
scheduled to be published in the federal register for public comment sometime before December
2002. The facility Is also a source of formaldehyde emissions. Requirements for the control of
HAPs will be established by the promuigated MACT.

REGULATORY ANALYSIS - EMISSIONS UNITS

The permit is structured 1o include a number of emissions units with {acility-wide applicable
requirements and the remaining units are regulated by specific permit conditions.,

The entire Clearwater Wood Products facility was regulated under Operating Permit No. 1140-
0001, issued August 22, 1984, and expired in 1889. An updated operating permit that accurately
reflects the facility as it exists today has not been issued. A number of emissions uniis, such as
the Clearwater sawmill chipping plant, an independent plystran mill, and an independent plywood
mill have been removed. Some process cyclones have been replaced with process baghouses,
which generally did not trigger the requirement 1o obtain a permit 1o construct prior to installation.

The Tier | permit is written in a manner that applies {0 the visible emissions limit per IDAPA
58.01.01.625 and the process weight PM limit per IDAPA 58.061.01.700, and is consisient with
the current interpretation of the process weight rules. Process weight PM limitations have been
applied to the individual process cycione and process baghouses.. Allowable emissions are
based upon the process weight equations listed in Sections 701 and 702 and the weight of
material input to each process cyclone or process baghouse.

Appiicable requirements for the PM process weight limils per IDAPA $8.01.01.701-702 exist for
operation at this faciiity. The operations are;
« Lumber drying {IDAPA 58.01.01.702)

+ Sawmill, Surfacing Depariment, Lewiston Cedar Products
« Process materiai-handling equipment {IDAPA 58.01.01.701 or IDAPA 58.01.01.701, as
applicable).

Each operation consists of cne or more emissions units that have been grouped together due to
simitar functions and/or similar applicable requirements.

The emissions unit groups are listed in the permit as foliows:

» Emissions Unit Gr.oup 1 - Lumber Drying Kilns

+« Emissions Unit Group 2 - Wood Handling

» Sawmill {L.og Preparation)}

» Pilaning Mill (Surfacing Depariment)

+ Lewiston Cedar Products

» Emissions Unit Group 3 - Fire Water Pump and Emergency Electrical Generator Engines

» Emissions Unit Group 4 - Insignificant Activities

A discussion of the individual emissions units and the operations, as well as the regulatory
requirements and methods to determine compliance, are described in more detail below.

Technical Memorandum : Page 12 of 21



6.1 Wood Handling and Processing

6.1.1

Wood Handling and Processing Emissions Units and Emissions Control

Emissions Unit Groups 1 and 2 consist of the following processes, emissions units, and related
emissions controf equipment:

Table 6.1A; WOOD HANDLING AND PROCESSING EMISSIONS UNITS AND EMISSIONS CONTROL DEVICES

Process Emisslons . . Emissions
Description | Point/Source instaliation Date Emissions Unit{s) identification Control Device
identification
Log Debarking, | Vanous Dates-Dates | 57 04 35.inch, and 50-inch debarkers; Reasonable
Processing cutoff saws Not Listed in the 27-inch, 38-inch cutoff saws sontrol
Appiication !
Ambient building air from all mmachine centers,
CW'_CY'% 1987 including Headrlg, Sharp Chain, Reduging None
Band Saw, Rotary Gang Saw, Horizontal Band
Sawmill CW-CY-27A | 1987 Saw, Quad Band Saw, No. 1 and No. 2 None
: optimizing edgers, trimmers, and other #
CW-CY.278 1995 machine centers routed o process cyclones None
28, 27A, and 278
Surfacing
Depariment
{Pianing) Chip beht gzg;;:r; nge;g Division chip conveyor belt to puip and paper ?f;f&nabm
{fugitive '
sources)
CW-CY-18 | gKnOwn. pie No. 4 Splitter None
CW-CY-24 ;}f'z?}{;";)r{'}'e?sf“,%?g Fines from Brooks chipper None
Surfacing Linknown, assume ;
?Fﬁgsgg;}em CW.CY-25 pre-October 1, 1979 Chips from Brooks chipper None
Process baghouse transporting dropout fines
CwW-BH-1, coliected from: CW-CY-24, sawdust collected
CW-BH-2, 19495 from CW-CY-18, planer shavings from No. 2 Non
CW-BH-3 pianer, No. 3 planer, and No. 4 planer, and one

dust from Nos. 2, 3, and 4 Trimmers

Technical Memorandum
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Process Pﬁﬁgg L‘:::,:e ] Emissions
Description Identification Instaliation Date Emissions Unit{s) identification Control Device
Process cycione cofiecting sawdust and
CW-CY-1 ?g?gown, pre-October 1, shavings from the molder and sawdust None
from the gang rip saw
Uniknown, pre-October 1, | Process cyclone fransporting material
CW-CY-2 1979 dropout from CW-CY-1 None
Process cyclone collecting sawdust and
CW-CY-3 E}ggg own, pre-October 1, trimming material from the Grecon None
trimmer
Process cysione collecting sawdust and
CW-Cy-4 ?g;gown, pre-October 1, trimming material from the Nuloc finger None
jointer
. Process cycione collecting sawdust and
éi\:;srton CW-CY-6 ;J;_i;gown pre-October 1, shavings from the No. 15 planer, Nene
Products Cyclones 2, 3, and 4
Process baghouse collecting shavings,
dust, and trimmer dust from
No. 1 resaw, No. 2 resaw, No. 3 resaw,
CW-BH-4 No. 8 resaw, No. 4 profiler, No. 5 profiler,
CW-BH-S. No. 7 profiler, No. 13 pianer, and sanders
CW-BH-6. 1695 associated with profilers None
CW-BH-7

Process baghouse transporing material
dgropout from profilers, {rim saws, resaws,
CW.CY-8, sawdust and shavings from No.
12 planer, sanderdust from No. 14 sander,
and other machine centers

The following stack parameters were provided in the applicatior:

Table 6.1B: PROCESS CYCLONE AND BAGHOUSE EMISSIONS UNITS STACK PARAMETERS

Source Height {ft) Diarneter () Flow Rate {acfm) Temperature {°F}
CW.Cy.1 40 4 13,200 Ambient
CW-.CY-2 440 3 10,100 Ambient
CW-CY-3 48 3 40,300 Ambient
CW-CY-4 40 3 7,200 Ambient
CW-CY-6 46 25 9,000 Armbient
CW-CY-18 40 3 7,200 Ambient
CW-CY-24 40 3 8,400 Ambient
CW-CY-25 25 3 5,450 Ambient
CW-CY-26 15 2.5 51,000 Ambient
CW.CY-27A 15 2.5 32,560 Ambilent
Cw.CY-278 15 3 32,500 Armbient
CW-BH-1 43 4.3 36,000 Ambient
CW-BH-2 18 4.3 38,600 Ambient
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6.1.1.1

Technical Memorandum

Source Height (ft} Diameter (ft) Flow Rate (acfm) Temperature (°F)
CW-BH-3 43 4.3 41,000 Ambient
Ccw.BH-4 9 4 45,060 Ambient
CW-BH-5 S 4 43,000 Ambient
CwW-Bi+-8 9 4 35000 Ampciant
CW-BH-7 9 4 33,060 Ambient

Tabie 6.1C: LUMBER DRYING KILNS VENT PARAMETERS
Emissions
Process Point!Source Emissions Unit(s) Emissions
Description Identification Installation Date identification Control Device
Lumber Unknown, assume 31 single track kilns
drying kilns CW-KV-1 pre-October 1, 1979 | 1 double track kilns None
Table 6.1 LUMBER DRYING KILNS

Source Height {#) Diameter (/t) Flow Rate (acfm) Temperature {°F)
CW-KV-1 16 Approximately 1.5 Unknown 200
=100 Vents square feet each

Process Weight Limitations - (IDAPA 58.01.01.700)
No person shall discharge to the atmosphere from any process or process equipment
operating on or after October 1, 1979, PM in excess of the amount shown by the
following equations, where E is the allowabie emissions from the entire source in
pounds per hour, and PW is the process weight in pounds per hour:
a. |f PWis less than 8,250 ibfhr,

E = 0.045(PW)°°
b. if PWis equal to or greater than 9,250 Ibihr,

E = 1.10(PW) %
[IDAPA 58.01.01.701, 4/5/00]

IDAFA 58.01.01.702 states that: g person shall not discharge to the atmosphere from any
source operating prior to Oclober 1, 1979, particulate matter in excess of the amount shown by
the following equations, where E is the allowable emission from the entire source in pounds per
hour, and PW is the process weight in pounds per hour”
a. f PWis less than 17,000 ib/hr,

E = 0.045(PW)**
b. If PW is equal to or greater than 17,000 ib/hr,

E=1.12(PW)¥
[IDAPA 58.01.01.702, 4/5/00]

Page 15 of 21



6.1.1.2

6.1.1.3

6.1.1.4

6.1.1.5

The affected emissions units must comply with an aliowable PM emissions limit that corresponds
10 the weight {including the water content) of the material being processed by the group of

affected equipment.

Compiiance Demonstration

comply with the standard, then the permit must either specify frequent ineasurement of FM
andfor coltection of control equipment parameters 1o assure proper operation and maintenance of
the control device”. EPA criteria are considered for the development of adequate monitoring and
recordkeeping requirements for the facility's compliance certification.

The permittee shall conduct periodic inspections of visible emissions from the process cyclones
and baghouses. Continuous compliance may be established through the monthly visible
emissions inspection program. Generally, the process weight rule is not very stringent, so an
intensive program that demonstrates compliance with the opacity limit should also ensure
compliance with the process weight rule.

The permittee has provided information on the process materiai throughputs for the cyclones and
baghouses. The cyclones and baghouses are used io transport materials throughout the facility
and are considered process equipment, Both the regulatory interpretation that these emissions
units qualify as process equipment and the compiiance demonstration method are consistent
with the appreach used in the 1884 operating permit {refer to the permittee’s August 2, 1899
application materials in Attachment 1 of that document).

The permittee provided a spreadsheet that dermonstrated that the drying kilns would be in
compliance with the process weight rate PM limitation for all species of wood dried at this facility.
Please refer {0 the permittee’s June 13, 2002 submittal.

Monitoring

The permittee shall conduct monthly one-minute observations of each affected emissions point or
source using EPA Method 22 (per 40 CFR, Appendix A). If visible emissions are observed for
any emissions point, a six-rminute observation using EPA Method 8 shall be conducted or
appropriate repairs shall be compileted within 24 hours. A visibie emissions retest as noted
above shall be conducted following completion of such repairs,

Testing
There is no testing required to satisfy the PM requirement.

Recordkeeping

The results of each visible emissions observation shall be recorded and maintained as required
in Permit Condition 2.13, and shall include, but is not limited to, the foliowing information:

» Date of observation

e Time of observation

+ Equipment/emissions point observed

» Weather conditions during observation

+ Results of visible emissions tests
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6.1.1.6

6.1.2

6.1.2.1

6.1.2.2

6.1.2.3

6.1.2.4

6.1.2.5

Reporting

The permittee must submit certified semiannual reports of all required monitoring listed above.
Deviations are to be noted by the permittee and the correclive action{s) taken must be included
in the semiannual report. A certification of the compliance status must be submitted annually.

Visible Emissions - ({IDAPA 58.01.0'1.625)
The visible emissions limitations in IDAPA 58.01.01.625 state: “a person shall not discharge any
air poliutant to the atrmosphere from any point of emissions for a period or periods aggregating

more than three minutes in any 80-minute period which is greater than 20% opac:ty as
determined by procedures contained in IDAPA 58.01.01.625.

Compliance Demonstration

The permittee shail conduct visible emissions observatzons in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.625.

Monitoring

The pérmittee shall conduct monthly one-minute observations of each affected emissions point or

source using EPA Method 22 (in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A}. If visible emissions are cbserved for

.any emissions point, a six-minute observation using EPA Method 9 shall be conducied or

appropriate repairs shall be completed within 24 hours. A visible emissions retest as noted
above shall be conducted following completion of such repairs.

Testing

There are no testing requirements associaied with establishing compliance with {DAPA,
58.01.01.625.

Recordkeeping

The permitee will record the results of the observer's inspection of the cyclones, baghouse vents,
and kiln vents and provide documentation in records according 1o the content and format listed

below.

« Date of observation

+ Time of observation

+ Equipment/emissions point observed
+» Results of visible emissions test

The permittee must record the results of each visible emissions evaluation performed on the
cyclones and cyclone-baghouse emissions stacks according to the standard requirements for
recordkeeping of monitoring information. The records must be maintained in accordance with

Permit Condition 2.13.
Reporting

The permittee must submit certified semiannual reports of all required monitoring listed above.
Deviations are 1o be noted by the permittee and the corrective action{s) taken must be included
in the semiannual report,
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6.2

6.2.1

6.2.1.4

6.2.1.2

6.2.1.3

6.2.1.4

6.2.1.5

6.3

Fire Pump and Emergency Electrical Generator Engines (CW-1C1, 1C-2, IC-3, IC4,
IC-5, 1C-6}

The facility operates dieselfired, internal combustion engines to provide power to emergency fire
water pumps and emergency electrical generators., The engines run approximately one hour per
week for testing and maintenance operation. The engines emit PMyg, SO,, NO,, CO, and VOCs.
Operation of fire water ard emergency generator engines is infrequent, Typical operation is for
maintenance purposes only, The only time they will operate in addition to maintenance is during
emergency situations of a fire, insurance proof testing, and standard line power interruptions.
Fire water pump engines are each rated at 170 horsepower. The emergency electrical generator
engine is rated at 125 horsepower.

Visible Emissions - {IDAPA 68.01.01.625)

The diesel engine is equipped with an exhaust stack, The stack qualifies as a point source of
emissions. Combustion products emitted during engine operation create the polential for the
existence of visible emissions. IDAPA 58.01.01.625 states: “...a person shall not discharge any
air poliutant to the atmosphere from any point of emission for a period or periods aggregating
more than three minutes in any 60-minute period which is greater than 20% opacity as
determined by the procedures contained in IDAPA 58,01.01.625.”

Compliance Demonstration

These emissions units operate infrequently for short periods of time, and are not considered to
have a significant potential to cause exceedances of the opacity standard. There are no
requirements to demonstrate compliance with the opacity standard.

Monitoring

There are no reguirements for monitoring to determine compliance with the opacity standard for
the diesel-fired engines. -

Testing

There are no requirements for testing the diesel-fired engines for compliance with the opacity
standard.

Recordkeeping

There are no recordkeeping requirements for the permittee to perform for determining
compliance with the opacity standard.

Reporting

There are no reporting requirements for the permittee to perform for determining compliance with
the opacity standard.

Sulfur Content in Fuels - (IDAPA 58.01.01.728)

Potlatch combusts diesel fuet in the internal combustion engine for the fire pump. The emissions
unit is not limited to a specific type of distillate fuel, so both IDAPA 58.01.01.728.01 and 728.02
apply. When the emissions unit combusts ASTM Grade 1 (commonly referred to as No. 1) fuel
oil, the sulfur content cannot exceed 0.3 weight percent, and when the emissions unit combusts
ASTM Grade 2 fuel oil, the sulfur content is limited to 0.5% by weight.
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6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

6.3.4

6.3.5

7.

Compliance Demonstration

The fire pump and emergency generator engines are diesel engines. Use of any fuel other than
distillate fuel oil is not likely; however, the facility is required to verify the sulfur content of the fuel

used onsite.

Monitoring

There are no monitoring requirements for the permitiee to perform for determining compliance
with the sulfur content limitation. Recordkeeping requirements are listed beiow in Section 6.3.4

Testing

The permitiee must submit certified semiannual reports of all required monitoring listed above.
Deviations are o be noted by the permittee and the corrective action(s) taken must be included

in the semiannual report.

Recordkeeping

The permittee is required to maintain documentation of the fuel sulfur content of the distillate fuel
used onsite by keeping records detailing the fuel supplier, fuel delivery date, distillate fuel grade,
and the sulfur content in percent by weight.

Reporting

No reporting is required beyond that required by Permit Condition 2.12.

INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES

Listed below are the insignificant activities described by the permittee in accordance with IDAPA

58.01.01.317.
Tabile 7.1: INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES

Emissions Unit Description IDAP ; z:::zzc::;?::‘iv;l:; HBWD

CW-ME-4 Conveyors in log handling areas b.i.{30)

CW-ME.5 Beit conveyors from sawmil to pulp mill b.L{30)

CW-ME-8 Gasoline dispensing pump D12}
CW-ME-8 | Dieset dispensing pump kb.i.{2}
| CW-ME-18 Log yard shop welding vents b.4{4}
| CW-ME-28 | 600-gallon diesel storage tank b.i.(2)
CW.ME.29 Four 100-gaiion oif tanks b.i.{1)
CW-ME-32  One 500-galion gasoline tank b.4.{2)
CW-ME-34 Propane filling siation of <43,000 gallons bi{4}
CW-ME-38 1000-gaiion diesel storage tank b.i.{2)
CW-ME-49 Natural gas engine < 5 MMBtu/hr b.i{5)
| CW-ME-50 Propane engine < 5 MMBtu/hr {Greenhouse) b.1L{5)

Technical Memorandum
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- Emissi Uni Descripti Insignificant Activities
missions Unit scription IDAPA Citation Section 317.04{b)(1)

z CW-ME-51 i Propane heater < 5 MMBhu/hr (Greenhouse) bi(5)
CW.ME-52 Propane heater < 5 MMBtu/hr (Greenhouse) b.i{5}
CW-ME-53 Sawmiil/fiing room dust collection (Cyclone b.i.{30)
A N ) S USSR R

CW-ME-54 i Sawmili/filing room dust coilection (Cyclone b.i.(30)

.34}
CW.ME.55 Sawmill/grinding room dust collection 5..(30)
: {Cycione 35)
CW-ME-57 200 kw emergency electrical generator B.i{5)
natural gas-fired engine

8. ALTERNATIVE OPERATING SCENARIOS

There are no alternative operating scenarios identified by the facility.

9. TRADING SCENARIOS

No emissions trading was requested in the permit application.

10. EXCESS EMISSIONS

The facility has reported excess emissions scenarios in the Tier | operating permit application. Review the
application materials dated June 22, 1998, to examine the facility's procedures for minimizing excess
emissions procedures due to start-up, shut-down, scheduled maintenance, safety, upset, and breakdown
conditions. The application materials address excess emissions from the baghouses, cyclones, blowlines,
and conveying sysiems. '

The permittee submitted these procedures in accordance with iDAPA 58.01.01.133 and 134. They replace
the excess emissions procedures identified in the Tier | operating permit application dated May 26, 19895.

11. COMPLIANCE PLAN AND COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION

Compliance Plan
Potlatch certified compliance with all applicable requirernents. No compliance plan was submitted.
Compiliance Certification

Potlatch will be required to periodically cerlify compliance in accordance with General Permit Provision
7.21.
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12. AIRS INFORMATION

Table 12.1: AIRS/AFS Facility-wide CLASSIFICATION DATA ENTRY FORM

AREA
AR PROSRAM 6P | PSD | NSPS | NESHAP | MACT | TiTLEv | CHASSIFICATION
POLLUTANT (Part 60) | (Part61) | (Part63) a: ﬁ:z;gxg;m
N — Nonattainment
502 B B U
NO, B B
co B B U
PM1g B B U
PT {Particuiate) B NA U
vOG A U
THAP {Total HAPs} A A A NA
APPLICABLE SUBPART
DDDD

AIRS/AFS Classification Codes!

A = Actual or potential emissions of a pollutant are above the applicable major source threshold, For NESHAP only, class “A" is
applied to each poliutant that is below the 10 T/yr threshold, but which contributes to 2 plant total in excess of 28 Thyr of alt
NESHAP poliutants,

SM = Potential emissions fail befow applcable major source thresholds if and only if the source complies with federally enforceable
regulations or limitations.

B = Actuat and polentiat emissions below all appiicable major source thresholds.

¢ = Ciass is unknown.

ND = Major spurce thresholds are not defined {e.q., radionucides),

NA = PMis not a poliutant of concern for Titie V of the Clean Air Act.

NAAGS is not established for HAPS.

13. REGISTRATION FEES

This facility is a major facility as defined by IDAPA 52.01.01.008.10 and; therefore, is subject {o registration
and registration fees in accordance with IDAPA §8.01.01.525.

14, RECOMMENDATION

Based on the Tier | operating permit application and review of the federal regulations and state rules, staff
recommends DEQ issue final Tier | Operating Permit No. 069-00003 to Potlatch Corp.'s, Clearwater Wood

Products.

ce! Kerby Cole, Lewiston Regional Office
L.aurie Kral, EPA Region 10
Sherry Davis, Air Quality Division

BROM/sd  Project No. T1-8505.064.1
WHEQ-STOGBROUPS\WAIF Quality\Stationary Source'$8 LId\T 1\Potlatch CLW\EinabPotiatch CLW Final TM.dog
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Appendix B

Potlatch Comments on the
Facility Draft Permit, Tech Memo,
and DEQ’s Responses



Qctober 4, 2000

STATE OF IDAHO
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
ON PROPOSED TIER | AIR QUALITY OPERATING PERMIT
FOR POTLATCH CORPORATION’S CLEARWATER WOOD PRODUCTS FACILITY

Introduction

As required by IDAPA 58.01.01.364 (Rules for the Conlrol of Air Poliution in Idaho}, the idahe Department of
Environmenial Quality (DEQ) provided for public comment, inciuding offering an opportunity for a hearing, the
Tier | operating permit proposed for Potlaich Corp.’s Clearwater Wood Products facility. Public comment
packages, which included the application materials, and draft permit and technical memorandum, were made
available for public review at the Lewiston City Library, DEQ's Lewiston Regional Office, and DEQ’s State
Cffice in Boise. A copy of the draft permit and technical memorandum was also posted on DEQ's Web site.
The public comment period was provided from August 5, 2002, to Septernber 4, 2002, and a public hearing
was heid on September 3, 2002 in Lewiston. The public comment pericd and hearing were held to allow any
interested party to comment on the air quality and permit requirements of the Tier | permit. The state of
Washington is an affected stale, and as such, the Depaniment also provided a copy of the public comment
package for their review and comment. Affected states are defined in IDAPA 58.01.01.008.01 as: "All states
whose air quality may be affected by the emissions of the Tier | source and that are contiguous 10 Idaho or that

are within 50 miles of the Tier | source.”

Comments received by DEQ are listed below. Those comments regarding the air quality aspects of the draft
permit are addressed with DEQ's response.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DEQ RESPONSES

Comment No. 1: Richard Artley, Grangeville, Idaho

E-mail dated August 17, 2002, at 9:.45 AM

August 17, 2002

Dear Mr. Ramsdell,

in todays Lewiston Morning Tribune, | saw an article that you were accepting comments on Potlatch air quality
permits. | understand that you are not requesting comments on WHETHER they shouid be granted a permit. |
[wish] that were the question, | would quickly say no and write several pages teiling you why. We have friends
that live in other states that refer to our area as “that place that smelis”. 'm not so worried about the smell, but

whats in the smell.

My elderly parents live in Lewiston, When we visit them, | need to rol up the windows and shut down the "fresh
air” vent severai miles away. | worry about the junk (chemicals) in the air they breathe often.

| understand that Potlatch has applied o be regulated under one "umbrella” permit. Of course they have. I'm
sure they would like this "one stop shopping.” Not only would it reduce their paperwork, but they feel that in
ldaho especially, nobody would dare to shut down {even on a temporary basis) a corporation for any reason.
That is obvious in reading Kempthorne's reaction {o field burning in north idaho. To him, profits are more
important than human lives.
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With that said, I'll conciude. think | know what the Tier One permit requires. What bothers me, is that if one
of their emissions regulated by an emission-specific permit now, were 1o fall below allowable levels, would their
entire Tier One permit be withheld as it should? | think not. Not in idaho. Permit issuance could easily

become a stamp process,

i ask you to dehy their request for a Tier One permit.

Sincerely,
Richard Artley

Richard Arlley
418 East North 2™
(rangeville, ldaho 83530

DEQ Response

The Tier | permit being issued 1o Potiatch Corporation for the Clearwater Wood Products (Potlatch Clearwater)
facility according to the requirements of Idaho's permitting program that implements Title V of the Clean Air Act
Amendments. Title Vis referred to as the Tier | operating permit program in idaho’s regulations. This
permitting action is not for the addition of new processes or emissions units. Rather it is a permitting program
that requires the facility o identify any and all applicable requirementis that currently apply 1o the facility, as well
as any the facility is aware that will apply when promulgated in the future. These applicable requirements are
then collected in a single permit. The facility's past and current compliance status with regard to air quality
regulations has aiso been reviewed by Potiatch, and the results of this examination were presented in a
certified Tier | permit application by the facility’s responsible official. As a large contributor of air pollutants
(called a "major source” in the regulations), Potlatch is required by the nature and design of the Title V (Tier |)
permitting program to get one “umbrelia” type of permit that contains all of the applicable requirements, which
may include emissions standards from ldaho and federal regulations, consent orders, and previousiy-issued

permits to construct, operating permits, etc.

The applicable requirements have been incorporated into this Tier | permit along with monitoring and
recordkeeping requirements, in the manner determined {o be appropriate by the Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) and the facility. Public comments, to the extent that comments relate to specific air quality
censiderations, are taken into consideration before the final permit is issued.  DEQ must issue this permit to
Potlatch because Potlaich has fulfilled the regulatory requirements necessary for issuance of this permit,

In the event emissions fall below the allowable level in an emissions-specific permit that has already been
issued, that emissions unit is in compliance with the emissions limitation.

In general, if a permittee is not in compliance with any emissions limits prior o Issuance of the Tier | permit,
that Tier | permit will contain a compliance schedule that sets out enforceable milestones

Comment No, 2: Mark Solomon, Moscow, idaho

Mark Solomon

0O Box 8145

Moscow, 1D 83843
mseiomon@iurbonet.com
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Chris Ramsdell
Department of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton, Boise, 1D 83706-1255

cramsdel@deqg . siate id.us

September 5, 2002
RE: Application for a Tier | operating permit for an air

poliution-emitting facility: Potiatch Corp. - Clearwater Wood
- Products, Lewiston

Dear Chris,
Pilease éccept the foliowing as my comments on the above referenced application:

This application is a textbook example of a favorite industry shell game - "Which facility is the air poliution
coming from?”. The underlying assumption of the permit, that the Potlatch sawmill complex is "separate” from
the pulp and paper mill, is wrong and must be reversed,

The resulling shell game devoives from the erroneous 1997 decision by the Attorney General. Et is no more
evident than i the permitting history inciuded in the Technical Memo.

May 16, 2000 A public comment period was initiated for Tier || Operating Permit No.068-00003.

September 22, 2000 DEQ notified Potiatch that issuance of Tier 1l Operating Permit No.068.00003 would be
delayed pending a facilify-wide NAAQS compliance demonstration,

April 27, 2001 DEQ received a submittal dated April 20, 2001, from Potlatch Clearwater consisting of
a PM10 NAAQS demonstration,

June 27, 2001 DEQ nofified Potlaich Clearwater that a revised PM10 NAAQS analysis including the
adjacent facility would be required. The adjacent facility consists of Potlatch's Pulp and
Paper Division and Consumer Products Division.

June 11, 2002 Potlatch notified DEG that the facility would no longer pursue obtaining a Tier |}
operating permit and will obtain a Tier | operating permit,

As is revealed, DEQ's insistence on examining facility-wide emissions required under a Tier Il approach
resulted in Potlalch withdrawing their Tier |l application and resubmitting it as Tier . Where there's smoke
there's fire. DEQ must reject this application and reverse the 1997 decision to allow the different operating
divisions of the Potlatch Lewiston facility to be considered separate for purposes of air pollution control.
I request that the comments submitted previously by myself and the Land and Water Fund of the Rockies

during the Tier i application public comment period be incorporated by reference in regards to the issue of
facility separation. For ease ¢f discussion, they are appended helow,

Sincerely,

Mark Solomon

e e e o e e S e vk e ol ol el o o e o o e e b i e o
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Gary Reinbold

Division of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hillon

Boise, Idaho 83706-1255

June 28, 2000

Re Docket No. 10AP-2008--Patiatch Clearwater Wood Products--Proposed
Tier |l Operating Permit for an Air Pollution Emitting Source

Dear Mr. Reinbold,
Please accept the foi%owing as my comments on the above referenced docket.

IDEQ must reject Potlatch's application for Tier H status for two reasons: the deciared ability of the facility to
emit more than 100 tpy of VOCs and the underlying erronecus 1987 decision of IDEQ to treat the Clearwater
Wood Product Division as a separate source from Potlatch’s Pulp and Paper Division and Consumer Products

Division.
Separate Faciiiies:

This permit action is the first instance in which the public has had an opportunity 10 review and comment on the
decision made by IDEQ on February 6, 1887 {o treat the Clearwater Wood Froducts Division as a separate
facility for purposes of air poliution control permitting. That decision is the underlying action allowing for the
consideration of further downgrading reguiatory control embodied in the Tier || application and one which |

disagree with for the following reasons:

IDEQ relies on a three past test for determination of facility separation: Are the facilities adjacent/contiguous;
under the same ownership; identified by the same first two digits of the {acilities SIC code? Under a strict
reading of ldaho's rules, if all three conditions are met, then the facilities shall be treated as one for air
permitfing purposes. The first two are unambiguous. the facilities are adjacent, if not intermingled, and they are
both owned by Potlatch. H is the third condition that is questionable in Potlatch's application and IDEQ's
interpretation. Of key irnportance is the determination as to whether the Wood Products Division is either a
support or supported facility of the rest of the operations at the site.

As the record clearly shows, the sawmill is a support facility for the Pulp and Paper Division and is likewise a
supported Taciiity of the same. One "test” for suppor is the provision of 50% or more of the facility's output to
another facility that, except for differing $iC codes, meets the iocation and ownership criteria of the separation
test. Of particular concern is the unsubstantiated ciaim by the company that less than 50% of its output is
delivered {o the other division for utilization. The company ciaims, without providing any proof discernible in the
record, that 50.4% of #ts cutput, measured by volume, is lumber, that about 10% is "lost” in handling, and the
remaining 38.6% is delivered to the pulp line or power boiler. Nowhere in the record is it noted how those
figures were derived, Nowhere in the record is i noted what the units of measure are, especially with regard {o
the “10% lost®, Nowhere is there a data set that aliows IDEQ to determine the consistency or trend of Potlatch’s
cutputs. 50.4% is remarkably close to 49.9%. especially in the ever-changing worid of lumber vs. pulp and
paper markets and the inadequacy of the statistical determination. Half a percent is prefty easy to lose in the

SOUP.

IDEQ has completely ignored the reality that the Wood Products Division is a completely supported facility of
the Puip and Paper Division as it derives 100% of its electrical power and process heat from the #4 Power
Boiler. Absent the steam from the power boiler, the Woeod Products Division wouid be incapabie of operating its
Dry Kilns without construction of a separate boiler which would fikely increase its emissions of VOCs and PM

10 above the 100 tpy Tier I imit.

Simitarly, the Wood Products Division is entirely dependent on the "other division's” wastewater treatmeni, Al
of the wastewater streams are combined for treatment and considered by EPA under one NPDES permit.
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Likewise, IDEQ has completely ignored the intermingled nature of the physical plant of the two divisions at the
site, an oversight that Potlatch has taken advantage of in its current application by shifting air poilutant
emission sources from one division to another 1o jower the amount reported by the Wood Products

Division,

A determination of "support” is a critical step for it allows the reguiatory authority to treat a facility with a
different SIC code from the "primary” facility as a single entity if it meets the first two criteria (Jocation and
ownership). As referenced in a Stoel/Rives memo submitted by Potiatch as part of the separation proceedings:

"Each source is 1o be classified according to its primary activity which is determined by its principal product or
group of products produced or distributed, or services rendered. Thus, one source classification encompasses
both primary and support facilities, even when the latter includes units with a different two-digit SIC code.
Support faciliies are typically those, which convey, store or otherwise assist in the production of the principal
product. Where a single unit is used to support two ctherwise distinct sets of activities, the unitis to be included
within the source, which relies most heavily on its support. 45 Fed Reg 52695 (8/7/80)."

"The circumstances at the Lewiston Complex arguably differ from those contemplated by EPA in establishing
the NSR interpretation. As demonstrated by the exampies provided by EPA for application of this principle
under the NSR program, EPA anticipated support {acilities {o include on-site power plants or raw material
preparation plants to facilitate production of a separate primary product. See EPA’s Draft "New Source Review
Workshop Manual” Oclober 1850. 56.Fed Reg 27124, These facilities, by theirnature, yenerate intermediate
products and exist to facililate production of a separate primary product.” {emphasis added)

Similarly, the Attorney General's Office, in its own approval letter for separating the facilities, quotes EPA, but
then, somehow, fails {o draw the directed conclusion:

"IDEQ disagrees with Potiatch (and Stoel Rives') contention that no legal basis exists 10 impose the support
facility concept in making major facility determinations for tifie V purposes.... "Under the support facility test,
collocated sources with different two-digit SIC codes will nevertheless be combined where one of the
coliocated sources is a support facility of the other.”

IDEQ has failed 1o adhere 10 the Clean Air Act in making its separate facility determination for the Lewiston
complex. All regulatory and permitling actions depending from that decision, including the application for Tier [}
status, must be placed in a pending status until that decision is revisited, the significant fauits in the record
remnedied and Potlatch is ireated as aill major poliuters (Tier |} are,

{sections on Tier l request and Ambient Air Conditions omitied)
Sincereiy,

Mark Solomon

it e o o e ol i e o e Sl e o o ol e i o e o e

Gary Reinbold

Division of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton

Boise, idaho 83706-1255

June 16, 2000

Re Docket No. 10AP-2008--Potlatch Clearwater Wood Products--Proposed
Tier Il Operating Permit for an Air Pollution Emitting Source
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Dear Mr. Reinbold,

Please accept the foliowing as the commenis of the Idaho Conservation League and the Land and Water Fund
of the Rockies on the above referenced docket,

The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality [DEQ] shouid deny the permit appiication from the Potiatch
Corporation requesting Tier I status for the Clearwater Wood Products division because the potential to
ernit/potential emissions from the facility exceeds 100 fons per year [Tpyl. Further, tne decision 1o separate the
Clearwater Wood Products division from the rest of the Potlatch-Lewiston facility should not be relied upon
because there is no evidence that the Clearwater facility does not contribute more than 50% of its output to the

other divisions of the Lewiston facility.
(section | regarding Tier il emission fimitations omitted)
t. The decision to separate the Clearwater facility from the rest of the Potlatch facility was in error.

We further object {0 the decision 1o separate the Clearwater Wood Products Division from the rest of the
Potlatch-Lewiston faciity for CAA permitting purposes. DEQ was in error when the decision was made to

While it is conceded that by the definition of "facility” in ldaho Pollwtion Control Rules allows DEQ to consider
separating the facility, Potiatch, in addition, must prove that the Clearwater facility is not a support facility for the
rest of the Potlatch operation. See Memorandum, John Seitz, Director of the Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, EPA 12, 13. {in DEQ record). "[A] support facility usually wouid be aggregated with the primary
activity to which # contributes 50% or more of its output.™ Id.

Even if the two digit 8IC codes are different for the facilities, they will nevertheless be considered part of the
same facility if there is the above mentioned nexus. The State of Idaho, in making the determination that the
facifities are separate, stated that it did not appear that "Clearwater Lumber Division is a support facility for the
Pulp and Paper Board and Consumer Products Division as 50% of its cutput is not sold to the Pulp and
Paperboard and Consumer Products Division..." Correspondence from Lisa Kronberg, Deputy Attorney
General, State of idaho to Susan J. Flieder, Environmental Counsel, Pollaich Corporation Re: Potlatch
Corporation Air Quality Operating Permits, 1997, P.2. (In DEQ record).

it must be pointed out that the threshoid is not 50% of the cutput being soid o the other division but that 50% of
its output is contributed to the other division. Untii a time when Potlalch can prove that less than 50% of its
output is contributed to the other divisions of the Potiatch facility, the Clearwater facility and the rest of the
Potiaich-Lewiston facility must be considered one facility for CAA permitting purposes. Therefore the DEQ
must not rely upon this past faulty determination and must reconsider its decision to consider the Clearwater

facliity a separate facility for permitting purposes.

For the foregoing reasons, the Idaho Conservation League and the Land and Water Fund of the Rockies
request DEQ to deny the Potlatch Corporation's application for 2 Tier §l permit and issue a Tier | permit
covering the entire Potlatch-Lewiston facility.

Very truly yours,

Marc [3. Brown
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Comment 3: Mark Solomon. Moscow, ldaho

Mark Solomon

PO Box 8145

Moscow, 1D 83843
msolomon@iurbonet com

Chris Ramsdell

Department of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton, Boise, i[) 83706-1255
cramsdei@deq. siate id.us

September 8, 2002

RE: Appilication for a Tier | operating permit for an air pollution-emitting facility: Potlatch Corp. - Clearwater
Wood Products, Lewiston

Bear Chris,

--Please accept the following as my additional comments on the above referenced application as allowed
“through personat communication with Kate Kelly {(attached);

Potiatch's appilication for 2 separate Tier 1 permit for its sawmilil complex must be rejected based on the
arbitrary and capricious nature of the State's decision to ireat the sawmill and the pulp and paper complexes as

separate facilities.

A careful review of the State's record, made available through a Public Information Request, reveals no factual
basis for the determination. In fact, i reveals that there is no record aside from the 8/5/96 request letter from
Potiatch for the separation determination and the subsequent 2/6/87 letter of decision from the Attorney
General's office. Foliowing are portions of the "record” provided to me:

"t reviewed our files and couldn't find a letter from the Region determining the Clearwater and pulp mill as two
facilities.... | can see where it appears that EPA agreed with the state. The AG's letter states: "t is my
understanding that EPA concurs with the following decisions made by IDEQ.” Whether it's EPA Region 10,
Headquarters, or just a determination seemingly consistent with EPA policy, 'm not

sure..."
(em_ait communication, 2/6/2001, Kory Tonouchi EPA Region 10 o Eric Kopczynski 1IDEQ)

" have not come up with any more in my files”
(email communication, 4/27/2001, Eric Kopczynski IDEQ to Kory Tonouchi EPA Region 10)

Beyond the issue of an adequate record, the arbitrary and capricious nature of the decision is highlighted in
several points in the document chain, particularly in regard 1o the 50% support test:

"The short of it is that DEQ intends 1o issue the permit to Potlatch Clearwater. According to Mike Simon t am to
draft an additional requirement for Potlatch Clearwater to monitor and record the product cutput of the
Clearwater facility. (units of output are unspecified at this time - see if you are looking at the 50% of the
facilities output going to the Pulp and Paper - you need 1o track input to the facility on some basis and then of
course the outputs need 1o be tracked on the same unit basis. (or just the cutputs could be tracked on the
same basis 100). | will be working on the response 10 the “facility” determination tomorrow.”

{email communication 8/3/2000, Darrin Mehr IDEQ fo Eric Kopczynski IDEQ)

“Independent of what was decided previously, the Clearwater mill does not appear to be able to function
without the Pulp mill supplying both power and steam (i.e. when the Pulp side loosed power and/or sieam or is
shut down for maintenance, etc. the Clearwater mill is taken down also).”
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temail communication, 4/27/2001, Eric Kopczynski IDEQ to Kory Tonouchi EPA Region 10}

As is plainly stated by Darrin Mehr, "DEQ intends to issue the permit to Potlatch Clearwater”, a determination
seemingly made before the required response to comments has even been drafted. The response comments
mentioned by Darrin Mehr do not appear anywhere in the public record and it is doubtiul they even exist,

From the record provided, the facility (the entire facility, without separation) is clearly in viciation of NAAQS for

PM10 and requires a PSD determination.

Potlatch has played fast and loose with the state permitting process. According 1o the record they have
provided false or misleading information causing DEQ to abandon the Tier 2 process on which years were
spent. They have either failed or procrastinated in paying required fees o process permit applications, They
have set up DEQ to miss the 12/31/02 Title V deadline unless the permit is now fast-tracked. .

To surn, the Clearwater Wood Products Tier 1 application process must be immediately terminated and a Tier
1 permit for the entire Potlatch Lewiston facility must be drafted, noticed for public comment, reviewed and

eventually issued. By 12/31/02.
Goed luck.

Mark Soiomon

Date: Tue, 03 Sep 2002 16:30:25 -0600
From: "KATHERINE KELLY" <KKELLY@DEQ STATE 1D US>
To: <msolomon@iurbonet.com:>

Ce: "ERIC KOPCZYNSK)" <EKOF’CZYN@DEQ STATE.ID. US>,
"KEITH DONARUE" <KDONAHUE@DEQ STATE 1D US>

Subject: Re; Potlatch Tier 1 application

Mr. Solomon,

DEQ is proposing to issue a Tier | permit to Potlatch Corporation for the Clearwater Wood Products facility.
Pursuant to IDAPA 58.01.01.364, on August 2, 2002 a public comment package (including a draft permit} was
distributed and notice was given of the commencement of a 30-day period during which the agency wouid
receive public comment on the permit proposal. The public comment period on the Potlatch-Clearwater Tier |
permit is due to expire on Seplember 4, 2002. A public hearing, scheduled for this evening, will also be held to

take verbal comment on the proposal.

We are in receipt of your request for a 15-day extension of the public comment period for the Potlatch-
Clearwater Tier [ permit. Due 1o our internal deadlines and demands to issue this - and many other -Tier |
permits, we are denying your request to formally extend the time period for receipt of written comment on this
permit. At the same time, we will - and often do - consider late comments to the extent we can. In this case, if
you can submit yvour comments to us by Friday (September 6), we shouid be able to consider them in our
response before the permit is submilted to EPA for review pursuant to IDAPA 58.01.01.366.

Please let me know if you have questions. My phone number is 208/373-0445.
Kate Kelly, Adminisirator

Air Quality Divigion
Department of Environmental Quality
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HEQ Response to Comments 2and 3

DEQ is issuing the Tier | permit to Potiatch Clearwater as an individual facility on the basis of the February 6, -
1987, determination by DEQ and the state of idaho Office of the Attorney General. That determination is
based in part on the following analysis. The definition of “building, structure, facility, or installation” provides
three tests: (1) is Potlatch Clearwater adiacent to Potlatch Pulp and Paper {IPPD) and Consumer Products
Division (CPD)? (2) Is Potlatch Clearwater under cormmon conirol with the IPPDICPD faciiity? — and {(3) is
Potiatch Clearwater either {a) part of the same industrial classification (8IC) code as IPPD/CPD, or if not, (b} is
Fotiatch Clearwater a support facility for {PPD/CPD? if the answer w ali three tests were “yes’| then Potlatch
Clearwater wouid be considered part of the IPPD/CPD facility. if the answer to any of the three tests were “no”,
then Potlaich Clearwater wouid be considered a separate facility from the IPPDICPD facility.

The answer o tests 1 and 2 are obviously yes. Potlatch Clearwater is adjacent or contiguous {o the IPPD/CPD
facility, and they are all under common control or ownership. However, when test 3 is applied, it is cbvious that
Potiaich Clearwaler is a separate facility. Case in point, the SiC code for IPPD is 2611, and the SIC code for
CPD is 2621. By virtue of the same two-digit industrial grouping — 26 ~ IPPD and CPL are one facility. This
decision has been made and is not of issue. However, the SIC code for Potlatich Clearwater is 2421. Here, the
two-digit industrial grouping — 24 — is clearly different than that of IPPD/CPD, hence, not part of the same
industrial grouping. We know the industrial grouping classification is not the same, but it is Potlatch Clearwater
a support facility for IPPDICPD or vise versa? According to EPA’s draft New Source Review Workshop
‘Manua! (October 1990}, *facilities that convey, store, or otherwise assist in the-production of the principal
product are called support facilities.” The primary product produced by Potiatch Clearwater is dimensional
lumber. The primary product produced by IPPDICPD is paper. Clearly, Potlatch Clearwater may supply some
wood waste to IPPDICPD, but it does not have the capability to supply IPPD/CPD with 50% or more of their
raw material needs.

Another scenario, is IPPD/CPD a support faciiity, in terms of power or steam heat supply, to Potlatch
Clearwater? According to an October 15, 2001 memorandum from John 8. Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, litted Source Determination for Combined Heat and Power Facilities under the Clean
Air Act New Source Review and Title V Program * . . . Togday's memorandum clarifies that a CHP (combined
generation of heat and power, aka cogeneration) facility which is capable of providing power or steam/heat not
only to the host, but also 10 the grid or elsewhere, may be considered a separate source from the host for the
purposes on NSR and Title V permitting. That is, permitting authorities may consider a CHP facility to be a
separate source from the host facility, even if the CHP facility continues fo provide ail or most of its output o
the host facility. The feature that distinguishes CHP facility from other support facilities is the fact that a CHP
facility is independently capable of providing power to the grid or customers other than the host facility. (This
guidance appies even where the CHP facility is not necessarily currently providing power or steam/heat to other
customers; it need only possesses the technical capability fo do so. By “technical capability”, we mean that all
necessary infrastructure would be in place and that steam or waste heat could be provided “at the turn of

valve} .. '

The IPPDICPD is a cogeneration facility. This facility not only supplies electricity and steam/heat 1o the host, it
also independently supplies its output to other customers (i.e. Potlaich Clearwater and Idaho Power via the
gridf). Based on EPA guidance and the clarification provided above, the Depariment has correctly determined
the IPPD/CPD facility and Potlatch Clearwater facility are two separate facilities.

Comment Nos. 4 through 26, Bill Highsmith, Potlatch Corporation, Clearwater Wood Products Facility,
Lewiston, Idaho

Specific comments related to the permit are listed individually with DEQ's response following immediately
thereafier.

Response to Comments ' Page 9 of 20



Comment No, 4; Pét%gzeh Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

GENERAL COMMENTS

A. The method selected to assure compliance with the opacity standard should be based on the

emission unit's potential to exceed the siandard, and provisions should be added for decreasing
the frequency of visual observations for those emission units which have minor particulate matter
emissions, but which never exceed the standard.

Compilance with the opacity standard for all emissions units requires one-minute observations once per
month and subsequent Method § cbservations, if any visual emissions are detecied (Sections 3.3 and
4.4). The burden of this "one-size-fits-all" approach does not fit sources where no visible emissions are

likely.

in the case of the dry kilns (Section 3.3) opacily observations are completely unwarranted. Opacity is
never an issue for steam-heated dry kilns, Therefore, the observations would require a lot of effort for no
environmenial benefit. Moreover, the kiing have literally hundreds of vents, which emit plumes of water
vapor during cool weather, so that it would be extremely difficult, if not impossibie, 1o attempt 10 observe, let |
alone “read” each vemt, The permit term in Section 3.3 should be deleted, and the Permit should state that
no compliance demonstration is necessary, because, based upon technical understandings of dry kiln
operation, there is no likelihood for non-compliance with the opacity standard.  Next, Potiatch has already
submitted calculations to IDEQ that demonstrate that it is impossible for the dry kiins to be out of
compliance with the Process Weight Rate Rule, so there is no reason o impose visible emissions
inspections or any other compliance demonstration exercise to demonstrate compliance with that rule (see
the Tier |1 permit appiication information).

Relative to the requirement in Section 4.4 for opacity observations on the baghouses, Potlatch requests the
option of either doing a Method 9 analysis if emissions are visibie, OR {aking corrective action within 24
hours. This option would lead to better air quality and is supportable, because the baghouses never show
visibie emissions uniess they need maintenance. Please reflect the language that IDEQ included in
Section 4.6 of the Post Falis Particleboard Tilie V permit for consistency among Potlatch mills.

Reilative to the requirement in Section 4.4 for opacity observations on the cyciones, Potlatch requests a
decreased frequency of monitoring for those units where several consecutive observations indicate
compliance. 1t was generally agreed during the IDEQ-industry negotiations associated with the Pilot
Operating Permit Program that the Title V permits would aliow for such decreased meniforing. Moreover,
DEQ reaffirmed this agreement during & meeting between DEQ and ldaho Forest Association
representatives on August 20, 2002. Wording such as the following is suggested:

The permitiee shall conduct monthly one-minute observations of each cyclone using EPA Method 22 (in 40
CFR Part 60, Appendix A). [f visible emissions are observed for any emissions point, a six -minute
observation using EPA Method 8 shall be conducted. If four consecutive readings indicate that opacity is
greater than 20 percent, observation frequency reverts to monthly (note: please refer to the language that
IDEQ included in Section 4.6 of the Post Falis Particleboard Title V permit).

Since the existing operating permit requires Clearwater Lumber to cbserve opacity quarterly on the
cyciones and baghouses, and there have been no exceedances of the standard for more than two years,
Potiatch also requests that credit be given for past observations {i.e., 50 that only quarterly observations
are required initially). The Method 9 observations for the previous two years are attached. (Note: this
comment was included in Potlatch 7/11/02 comments, but DEQ did not respond to it).
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DEQ Response

The monitoring and recordkeeping requirements will be tailored to the emissions control device/process unit. it .
is agreed that baghouses provide an effective level of parliculate matter and visible emissions control, provided
they are properly maintained and operated. The request for incorporating the aliowance for Potlatch to

perform either corrective action within 24 hours on the baghouse if any visible emissions are noted of

performing & Method 9 visibie emissions observation will be incorporaied

Credit will not be given for the past quarterly Method 9 observations. The monitoring and recordkeeping
requiremnents for this facility must be performed according to the schedule contained in the permit. The Tier |
operating permit has been altered to incorporate Potlaich's requested monitoring and recordkeeping
requirement which initially must be conducted monthly, but then may be stepped down to a quarterly frequency
based upon four consecutive monthly visible emissions compliance demonstrations.

The Method 9 opacity information which Potiatch submitted in the Tier | operating permit application for 1997,
1998, and the first quarter of 1989 (originally part of the Tier il operating permit application) indicates that
several of the cyclones exhibit an average level of opacity of up to 10% for & three minute period. Given that
DEQ has incorporated Potlatch’s request for the ability to reduce the observation frequency for the kiins,
vyclones, and baghouses, from monthly to quarterly ~an inilial monthly mondoring frequency for cyclones’
should not be an overly burdensome Tier | Title V compilance demonstration requirement,

Comument No. 5: Potlatch Clearwater, | ewiston, 1daho

Compliance Testing

i, COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC SEC‘!’!O&S OF THE PERMIT
2, FACILITY-WIDE CONDITIONS
Visible Emissions

Section 2.8

This section states: “In addition to the specific requirements in Permit Conditions 3.3, 4.4, and 5.2, the

. permrittée shall conduct a monthly facilily-wide inspection of potential sources of visible emissions...” #is not
clear whether those emission units covered by the unit-specific permit conditions are alse covered by Section
2.8. itis Potlateh’s understanding that this requirement does not apply to the emission units that are addressed
in Permit Conditions 3.3, 44, and 5.2. Otherwise, the permit couid be interpreted as requiring two separate
inspections of these emissions units each month. Moreover, in cases where the unit-specific permit conditions
require visible emissions observations only once per quarter, this section would require additional observations,
thereby effectively changing the quarterly observation requirement to a monthly requirement. To resolve this
problem, Potlatch requests that the wording of the first sentence in this section be changed as follows: “The
permittee shall conduct 8 monthly facility-wide inspection of those potential sources of visible emissions that
are not covered by Permit Conditions 3.3, 4.4, and 5.2 during daylight hours and under normal operating
conditions.” The Technical Memorandum for the proposed Tier | permit for Potlateh’s Lumber Drying Division
confains the following language, which addresses this issue:

“It should be noted that if a specific emissions unit has a specific compliance demonstration method for
visible emissions that differs from Permit Condition 2.8, then the specific compliance demonstration
method overrides the requirement of Permit Condition 2.8. Permit condition is intended for small
sources thal would generally not have any visibie emissions.”

Although a similar explanazior_t in the Technical Memorandum for Clearwater Wood Products would be helpful,
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it would be preferable to revise the wording in the permit, iself, as suggested above.

The second sentence states: "if any visible emissions are present from any point of emissions, the permittee
shall take appropriate corective action as expeditiously as practicable.” Since the phrase "appropriate
corrective action” is vague and could be interpreted in more than one way, it is potentiaily a source of confusion
and disagreement. In some cases “appropriate corrective action” will be no action, even when some visible
emissions are present, because during normal operation miner smounts of perticulate matter are continuously
emitted form some emission uniis (e.g., minor emissions from cyclones). As long as this distinction is
understood by IDEQ, Potlatch has no problem with the sentence. Duting a meeting between IDEQ and
Intermountain Forest Industry representatives on August 20, 20602, IDEQ agreed that “appropriate corrective
action” could be no action, for cerfain emission points that normally have minor visible emissions.

DEQ Response

Permnit Condition 2.8 has been aitered to refiect Poflatch's comment. DEQ also incorporated “see/no see”
language for the visible emissions inspection, and the option o perform a Method § visible emissions
observation in lieu of performing corrective action on a source that has exhibited visible emissions. DEQ
undersiands that "some” level of visible emissions are ofters exhibited by certain emissions units, and that
provided that process is operating properly, no corrective action may be warranted. However, DEQ siresses
_that those sources that consistently operate near the standard might warrant additional attention than
specifically required by the Tier | operating permit.

Comment No. 6: Potiatch Clearwater, L ewiston, ldaho

Compliance Testing

Section 2.10

This section requires that test reporis are due to IDEQ within 30 days of testing. Potlatch reqguests that this be
changed to 60 days, since it is often difficult for the contracied testing firms 1o complete the reports within 30
days, especially if the testing invoives complex analytical procedures.

DEG Response _
This requirement is taken directly fr_orﬁ the language of 1DAPA 58.01.01.157.04, which states, in part;

*If the source test is performed to satisfy a performance test requirement imposed by state or federal
regulations, rule, permit, order, or consent decree, a written report shall be submitted to the
Department within thirty (30) days of the completion of the test.”

The time period within Section 2.10 will not be altered o incorporate this comment. DEQ suggests if Potlatch
Clearwater is ever specifically required to perform a source test on one or more emissions units or processes,
that Potlatch explicilly request a 60 day report submittal deadline in a source test protocol, as described by
IDAPA 58.01.01.157.01. The proposed Tier | permit for the Clearwater Wood Products facility does not specify
any testing to demonstrate compliance with emissions imits or standards beyond a one-minute duration U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Reference Method 22 test to determine the presence or absence of
visible emissions. Notification of DEQ and submitial of a test report is not intended for the Method 22 or
Method 9 visible emissions observations.
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Comment No. 7: Potiatch Clearwater. Lewiston, idaho

Test Methods

Section 2.11, Tabie 2.2

For VOCs, Patlateh requests that e foliowing siatement be placed under the column “Special Condition.”

VOCs are to measured and expressed as carbon.

(Note: Adoption of this change would make the proposed Clearwater Wood Products permit consistent with
the proposed permit for Potlatch’s Post Falls Particleboard Facility).

DEQ Response

This request has been incorporated in the permit. Although this particular permit contains no enforceable
volatite organic compound (VOC) emission limits, Potiatch is correct in stating that VOCs must be measured
and reported on a reference basis:— Caron, propane, 6f somfie other material’ s molecular weight may be used
as a basis for VOC emissions. Table 2.2 has been sliered to réflect this request.

Comment No. 8: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, ldaho

Section 2.18

The facility does not have threshold quantities of any substances that are reguiated under 40 CFR 68,
Therefore this condition should be deleted and the permit should provide a determination of "non-applicability”
to provide a permit shield for these requirements.

DEQ Response

The request for deletion of this term and inclusion of a formal DEQ determination of “non-applicability” will not
be incorporated. DEQ included Permit Condition 2.16 in direct response to EPA Region 10 comments on this
subject. In the event Potlatch Clearwater friggers this requirement, the permit will not need to be reopened.
The permit condition only requires that Potlatch maintain an awareness of the materials and threshoids listed in
the Chernical Accident Prevention Provisions and the amount of those materials iccated at the Clearwater

facility.

Comment No. 9: Potiatch Clearwater, L ewiston

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) Standard
Section 2.17
Potiatch requests that the wording of this section be changed to the following:

“If applicable to the facility, the permittee shall compiy with the requirements of 40 CFR 83, Subpart DDDD,
upon promuigation.”
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DEQ Response

DEQ will incorporate the following language to clarify the permit condition:

“The permitiee shall comgly with the requirements of 40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDRD, upon promulgation, as
appiicable to the facility.” "~

Comment No. 10: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

3 EMISSIONS GROUP 1-LUMBER DRYING KiLN

Section 3.3

This section requires monthly observations of visual emissions. Such observations are unnecessary and
inappropriate. FPlease see Part A of the General Comments Section.

‘DEQ Response

DEQ's intent of requiring Potlatch to verify compliance with IDAPA 58.01.01.625-Visible Emissions, was
twofold. First, the visible emissions standard applies to the drying kilns. Therefore, a method to estabilish
compiiance with the opacily standard was required in the permit because this i$ a source known {0 emit
filterable particulate matter, iry addition to condensable particulate matter, from openings that constitute “vents,”
which makes them point sources. Second, a method to address the compliance demonstration for the process
weight rate PM limitation was needed. Since opacity is an indicator, but not a method of measurement with an
established correlation with PM emissions, the visible emissions observation was viewed as a suitable
surrogate to establish that the kilns were in compliance with visible emissions standard and the process weight

particuiate matter imitation.

Potlatch is comrect in pointing out that if a Method 22 were performed on the drying kilns, Permit Condition 3.3
could be interpreted 1o require a Method 22 observation on each of the kiln vents. As individual vents they are
subject to Section 625 visible emissions limitations; however, since the individual exhaust plumes have a high
likelihood of becoming intermingled, the language will be altered {o clarify that the Method 22 requ;rement is
applicable to the entire group of kiln vents as a whole and nst to individua! vents.

A monthly Method 22 observation will be included in the permit. The evaluation should be performed on the
entire area of the lumber kiin vents (or to the extent visible from the observation point if intermingling of plumes
occurs). Uncombined water is excluded from the 20% opacity standard, and if visible emissions are noted,
Potlatch must perform a Method 9 evaluation. The observations may be stepped down to quarterly based upon
four consecutive monthly compliance demonstrations. The monitoring frequency revert to monthiy following a
documented exceedance of the opacity standard.

Comment No. 11: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

Section 3.4

This section requires an O&M Manual to be deveioped for the dry kilns. As expiained in the General
Comments above, opacity is never a probiem for steam-heated dry kilns. Considering these factors, the
development of a special O&M manual that addresses opacity is not feasible and would have no environmental
benefit. Therefore, this requirermnent shouid be deleted.

DEQ's reply to Potiatch's previcus comments on this issue indicates that the Agency has to apply “gap-filling”
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requiremenis. Potiatch diségrées. The Agency does not have to include “gapfilling” requirements for units
which have no likelihood of exceeding the opacity standard {please refer to the general comments for a
discussion of why there is no likelihood of non-compliance).

BEQ Response

This requirement has been deleted from the permit,

Comment No, 12: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

4. EMISSIONS UNIT GROUP 2-SAWMILL, SURFACING DEPARTMENT, PROFILES DEPARTMENT,
AND SPECIALTIES DEPARTMENT PROCESS MATERIAL HANDLING EQUIPMENT

Table 4.1

Row 1, L.og Processing.

The 27-inch debarker was installed in 1993. The 38-inch and 50-inch debarkers were installed in 1987.

DEQ Response

The requested changes have been made. Information concerning the instaliation date of the 35-inch cutoff
saws was not provided.

Comment No. 13: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, |daho

Row 4, Surfacing Department {planing and fugitive sources)

Delete the word “assume” in the column for Insialation Date for CW.C-24 and CW-CY.25. CW.CY-25 was
installed in 1990.

DEQ Response

The requested change has been made {o the permit. Information concerning the instaliation date of CW-CY-
24 was not provided.

Comment 14; Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, ldaho

Rows 5 and 8, Profiling and Speciaities Department

The Profiling Depariment and the Specialties Depariment are listed as separate processes, but both inciude
Baghouses 4, 5, 6, and 7. As Potiatch stated in the comments dated 7/11/02, it wouid be preferabie to
combine these two departments into a single process called "Lewiston Cedar Products,” since the listing of two
separate processes which use the same emissions units makes the permit awkward and confusing, and it does
not reflect the terminology currently used by the faciiity. inclusion of the same emissions units in two distinct
processes would also make it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to accurately determine hourly emissions, in
order to assess compliance with the Process Weight Rate Rule.

IDEQ’s reply to Potlatch’s 7/11/02 comments about combining the fwo processes included a request for
supporting information, including calculations, process descriptions, certifications, and assumptions. No
additional information is necessary for IDEQ to combine the processes, since IDEQ already has all the
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necessary information (see the Tier | and Tier I permit applications). Moreover, IDEQ chose to divide the
facility into certain "processes,” without input from Potlatch. Now based upon these comments, the agency can
combine two of these "processes” info a single process. Combining is consistent with mill operation and
terminology. Consequently, implementation of the permit is facilitated by Potlaich’s proposal and complicated

by IDEQ’s draft approach,

DEQ's Response

DEQ wiil incorporate Potlatch's proposal.  The individual machining processes are not specifically inciuded in
the allowabie particulate matler emissions rate anyway. Rather, the cyclones and baghouses, which are
considered “processes” or "process equipment,” are the points where Potlatch has identified an hourly material
throughput for the process weight compliance demonstration. The wooed by-product material's weight collected
by the cyclones and baghouses has been compared to the aliowable process weight rate emission rate.

Potlatch is correct in stating it would be difficult to accurately identify the contribution to the total process weight
of material to the shared baghouse between what were formerly identified as the Profiling Department,
Specialties Department, and “other source of input material to the baghouse.” This could cause potential
difficulties in the event DEQ were ever 1o require Potlatch to perform a Method § performance test to accurately
identify the actual emissions from one or more of the shared baghouses, and then compare the test's emission
rate fo an allowable particulate matter emission rate established by the process weight rate regulation.
Potlatch’'s proposed approach has been incorporated into the permit. This area of the facility is identified as

“L.ewiston Cedar Products,”

Comment No. 158: Potlaich Clearwater, L ewiston, idaho

First 2 rows (Permit Conditions 4.1 and 4.2) . _
CW-CY-27A and CW-CY-27B must be listed together, since they vent though a common stack. Since CY-27A
was installed in 1987, and CY-27B was added in 1995, Permit Condition 4.2 should apply to both cyciones.

DEQ Response

The requested change has been made,

Comment No. 16: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, i2aho

Section 4.4

This section requires monthly observations of visual emissions. Potlatch requests separate requirements for
the baghouses and cyclones and a reduced frequency of observation for those units that continually show
comphiance with the standard, Potiatch also requests credit for past observations which have been required
under the existing operating permit {see attached summary of Method 8 observations for the previous two
years), Please refer to Part A of the General Comments Section for details.

DEQ Response

DEQ has reviewed the Method 9 information that Potiatch provided and certified as part of the Tier | permit
application for the years 1887 through 2002, The requested change has been substantively incorporated in the
Tier | operating permit. The request for reduction in observation frequency from monthly to quanterly upon
issuance of the permit was not incorporated. While DEQ has concluded that there is sufficient evidence fo
warrant the reduction in monitoring frequency, the permit requires Potialch to perform a one-minute Method 22
observation on these sotirces, rather than a Method 9 observation, as a starting point, so a monthly initial
frequency is not overly burdensome for a Tier | operating permit compliance demonstration,
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Comment No. 17: Potlatch Clearwater, L ewiston, idaho

6. EMISSIONS UNIT GROUP 4-INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES

Tabile 6.1 .

CW-ME-18, Log Yard Shop Welding Vents, should be deieted, since they are covered by Section 317.01(a).
Reference to b.ii4) is incorrect.

CW-ME-53 should be described as “Sawmill Grinding Room dust collection cycione (cyclone 33)."
CW-ME-84 should be described as “Sawmill Filing Room dust.coliection cyclone (cyclone 34).7

CW-ME-55 should be described as “Sawmill Grinding Room dust collection cyclone (cyclone 35).”

DEQ Response

The requested changes have been made.

Comment No. 18: Potlatch Clearwater, L ewiston, ldaho

1N COMMENTS ON THE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

In addition to revising the Technical Memorandum to be consistent with the changes made in the permit, the
following comments are offered:

Section 1, Purpose

in the second paragraph, the word “dimensional” should be deleted. The mill produces both dimensional
lumber and boards.

REQ Response

The requested change has been made.

Comment No. 19: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, [daho

in paragraph 2, it is stated that the facility is currently operating as a major source of HAPSs, due to methanol
ernissions. This is incorrect.  Using avallable emission factors, the facility produced 8.0 tons of methanol in
the year 2001, even assuming the worst-case emission factor (0.122 \b/MBF) for cedar:

Wood Species 2001 Production (MBF) Emission Factor Methanol Emissions
(b/MBF) {tong}
White firfHemlock 87,513 0.122 5.95
Western red-cedar 46,299 0.122 2.8
Rouglas-firf.arch 26,223 £.018 0.30
TOTAL 9,05

it is appropriate to state that the facility has the potential to be a major source of HAPS, since the facility is
capable of higher production and different species mixes.

Response to Comments Page 17 of 20




DEG Response

The language in the technical memorandum has been altered, but not exactly as requested. 11 is accurate to
say that based upon the information that Potlatch has provided for 2001 actual emissions of methanol were
below 10 tons per year. However, based upon the emissions factors currently available, the lumber drying
kiins currently operating at the facility, and the variety of tree species available for processing in the kilns,
potential emissions of methanol exceed 10 tons per year. Therefore, Potlatch Clearwater is a major facility, in
pari, due to the polential to emit methanol—an individual HAP-in a quantity greater than 10 tons per year, in

accordance with iDAPA 58.01.01.008.10.a.i.

b

Comment No. 20: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, idaho

Section 4. Facility Description

i.og Preparation and Sawmill

The second sentence in paragraph 1 should read: “The sawmill prepares rough dimensional and board lumber
for processing in the dry kilns. *

DEQ Response

The requested change has been made,

Comment No. 21: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

Surfacing Department (Planing)

It is suggested that the first two sentences be changed to read. "The kiln-dried jumber is planed in the
Surfacing Depariment. Particulate matter and PM-10 emissions are created during the planing process.”

DEQ Response:

The requested change has been made.

Comment No. 22: Potlatch Clearwater, L ewiston, idaho

Profiling [}epartmeqt and Speciaities Department

As noted in the comments on the draft permit, these two depariments are now termed “Lewiston Cedar
Products,” which should be considered a single "process,” relative to the Process Weight Rate Rute. IDEQ
may want to explain this refationship here.

DEQ Response

The heading is for an emissions unit group, and not a single “process.” The information that Potlatch provided
in the Tier | operating permit application listed the weight of material conveyed by each process cycione or
process baghouse. That information demonstrated compliance with the process weight rate particulate matter
emissions limits, and is believed to be the more stringent demonstration of compiiance with the process weight
rate fimits. The alternative is to compare the allowable emissions rate that is based on the total weight of the
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raw material at the beginning of each emissions unit group's process, calculate that process weight allowable
particulate matter emissions limit, and then compare that allowable particulate matter emissions rate 1o the
sum of the estimated actual particulate matter emission rates for all process cyclones and baghouses in that
emissions unit group. This approach would still demonstrate compliance with the process weight limitations,
hecause the initial weight of the product plus the byprodudt create 8 much grealer process weight than the
input variable to the process weight rate equation,

Comment No. 23: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, idaho

Diesei-fired Emergency Fire Water Pumps and Electrical Generator

it is incorrectly stated here that the engines are tested for approximately 30 minutes, once per month. As
correctly stated in Section 6.2, the pumps are operated for approximately 1 hour per week.

DEQ Response

The requested change has been made.

Comment No. 24: Potisich Clearwater, Lewiston, ldaho

Section 5.3.2, Compliance Demonstration

Potlatch requests that this section of the Technicat Memorandum indicate that “appropriate corrective action
can mean no action in ceriain circumstances, Piease refer 0 the comments for Section 2.8 of the Permit,

Also, this section indicates that a minimum of 30 observations are necessary. Method 9 requires only 24
observations.

DEQ Response

DEQ agrees thet under certain circumstances no corrective action may be appropriate under certain
circumstances. If this situation occurs, # may be advisable for Potlatch o list or explain why “no corrective
action” was necessary, such as that the process units supplying material to the baghouse were checked and
determined o be operating normally. Also, for a baghouse, Poliatch mentioned that the presence of any visible
emissiens indicates there is a problem. If a situation eccurs where Potlaich records that no corrective acuon
was performed as a follow-up for a noted visible emission on a baghouse, documenting the logic used fo
establish that “no corrective action was necessary” could assist during compliance reviews of the semi-annual
monitoring reports and annual compliance certification.

Potlatch s correct that EPA Reference Method 8 require 24 individual readings of the opacity level. DEQ often
requires permitiees 1o record 30 readings.

Comment No. 25: Potlatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

6. Regulatory Analysis—FEmission Units

The iast sentence in the fifth paragraph states: "Process weight limits do not apply 6 other emissions unit
groups at the facility. © Potlatch does not understand the meaning of this sentence and suggests that it be

deleted.
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DEQ Response

The requested change has been made.

Comment No. 26: Potiatch Clearwater, Lewiston, Idaho

Table 6.1B: Process Cyéione and Baghouse Emissions Units Stack Parameters

Cyclone CY-26 is missing from this tabie.

BEQ Response
Cycione CY-26 has been added to the table.

END OF COMMENTS
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